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ABSTRACT
Very few attempts have been made to adequately
evaluate training programs.

The research reported here is

an attempt to evaluate the effects of the revised
orientation and training programs of a fast food franchise.
Subjects consisted of 676 hourly employees of a Central
Florida fast food franchise who completed questionnaires
soliciting measures of the following perceptions:
managements' consideration and structure levels and the
effectiveness of the revised orientation and training
programs.

Modest support was found for the prediction that

the revised programs would increase the employees'
perception of managements' consideration.

No evidence was

found to support the hypotheses that employees would
perceive the revised programs as more effective nor that
managements'

perceived structure level would increase.
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INTRODUCTION
In the highly competitive fast food business, formal
training programs are now viewed as a matter of survival
(Desatnick, 1987).

Realizing this, many of these

organizations have begun to push for the training and
retraining of their employees (Wexley,

1984).

According to

Wexley, training should be a planned effort to facilitate
the learning of job-related behaviors.

Today, industries

struggle with decreasing productivity and increasing
turnover as a result of non-adequate training (Kule,

1982).

When employees do not know what is expected of them, they
cannot be productive,

frustration occurs, and eventually

they quit.
Effective training should yield employees that are
better equipped to perform assigned duties.

However, many

training programs are not well thought out or sometimes not
thought about at all (Deterline, 1976).

Many organizations

tend to grab training ideas and implement them without
questioning the relevance to specific organizational
concerns.
Program Evaluation
To discover if orientation and training programs
actually achieve what the organization intends, an
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evaluation of these programs should be conducted.
Unfortunately, evaluation to many organizations appears to
be a waste of time.

They already "know" it works,

bother to prove it?

Because of this management attitude

and misunderstanding,

very few attempts have been made to

adequately evaluate training programs (Campbell,
Catalanello & Kirkpatrick,
Campbell (1971),
literature,

so why

1968; Owen & Croll,

1971;

1974).

in his review of training and development

found very little evidence that thorough

program evaluations were being conducted.

In a survey of

110 organizations, Catalanello and Kirkpatrick (1968)
discovered that most of the organizations assessed trainee
reactions to training programs,
behavior or results.

but few tried to measure

Owen and Croll (1974) conducted a

similar survey using nearly 200 federal agencies.

They

discovered that the majority of these agencies did not
formally attempt to evaluate the effects of their training
programs.

Even when an evaluation is attempted,

lacks validity.

Many evaluations simply measure,

in non-methodical ways,

one or two variables;

comprehensiveness (Snyder, Raben & Farr,

it often
usually

they lack

1980).

Organizations often fail to understand the great
potential and power of program evaluation.

Program

evaluation is a procedure designed to collect descriptive
and judgmental information about the effects of a training
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program (Snyder et al.,

1980).

Snyder et al.

(1980)

explain that program evaluation results in the
documentation of all relevant organizational behaviors
before, during and after a planned organizational change.
This documentation is then used to establish "causal links"
between the recorded behaviors and organizational change.
Program evaluation can be approached in various ways.
(Catalanello & Kirkpatrick,
1970; Gomersall & Myers,
1976; Snyder et al.,

1968; Golembiewski & Carrigan,

1966; Perloff, Perloff & Sussna,

1980).

outlined by Perloff et al.

Five basic methodologies are
(1976):

1.

The values-linked approach concerns
measuring the values, preferences
and goals of a program.
It is used
to evaluate programs in order for
the employees to accept the results.

2.

Management oriented approaches use
procedures that work with management's needs and concerns.
This
type of evaluation consists of
such variables as time, cost,
productivity, turnover and other
measures that management can
easily understand and interpret.

3.

Clinical program evaluation consists of pure research in a controlled environment.
Many of
the clinical approaches are used
to evaluate programs designed for
examining complex behavioral
disorders in the single-case
experimental design.

4.

Quasi-experimental programs are
also concerned with pure research,
but are conducted in the field.
A quasi-experimental design
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attempts to collect a broad range
of data by multiple methods from
multiple sources without disturbing
the natural setting.
5.

Benefit-cost analysis is the
broadest methodology and seeks
to discover the benefits of organizational change in terms of dollars.
Another term frequently used to
describe this methodology is Utility
Analysis.

According to Perloff et al.

(1976) the quasi-

experimental design is generally acknowledged by most of
the professionals in evaluation research as the route to
take in designing evaluation research studies.

The largest

benefit of this approach is its use of the field setting,
because it provides a direct way in which to gather data
and obtain results.
One such evaluation was conducted by Gomersall and
Myers (1966).

They revised an orientation program and

evaluated it using a quasi-experimental design.

The

setting of the study was a manufacturing company and over
1,400 subjects were utilized.

The new orientation

emphasized four points:
1.

The opportunity to succeed is very good

2.

Disregard "hall talk"

3.

Take the initiative in communication

4.

Get to know your supervisor.

Utilizing a control group, Gomersall and Myers were
able to compare differences between the old and revised
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orientation programs.

The purpose of the revision was to

reduce anxiety among new employees.

They proposed that the

reduction of anxiety would lead to a decrease in
absenteeism,

turnover, waste and costs.

The results

substantiated their predictions.
Other program evaluations have been attempted,
successful, others not (Perloff et al.,

1976).

program evaluations measure the same variables,

some

Very few
simply

because of the differences in the priorities of
organizations.

The best model is usually one that works

best for the organization.

Thus,

evaluation programs are

often tailored to the needs of each organization.
In this study a fast food franchise chose to measure
the effectiveness of their revised orientation and training
programs in terms of employee perception of managements'
leadership styles and employee reaction.

Specifically,

the

organization instituted the revised programs to increase
the employees' perception of managements' consideration and
structure levels and increase the employees' perception of
the effectiveness of the revised programs.
Leadership Styles
Two basic constructs have continuously been identified
in leadership studies (Fleishman & Harris,
consideration and structure.
mutual trust,

1962);

Consideration emphasizes

respect and a concern for subordinates'
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needs.

Structure includes consistent behavior in terms of

assigning tasks,

planning ahead,

production rates,

etc.

Even though employees perceive their managers as being more
considerate,

they may also perceive that managers are more

structured.

A more structured manager does not necessitate

less consideration.
gets things done,

A structured manager is organized,

has foresight and is prepared.

If

employees can rely on managers to behave consistently and
predictably,

they can modify their own behavior and become

an integral part of the team (Desatnick, 1987).
In a study of twenty-two departments at a liberal arts
college, Hemphill (1957) discovered that consideration and
structure are two leadership styles that do coexist.

The

results of the study indicated that the best administered
departments were those that had chairpersons who were
highly considerate and highly structured.
Research conducted by Kahn (1960) also suggests that
consideration and structure are not polar opposites.

The

study involved employees in a manufacturing firm and found
that the high-producing employees tended to have superiors
who were above average in both consideration and structure.
Studies have shown that subordinate behavior
influences these leader behaviors (Barrow, 1976; Day &
Hamblin,

1964; Downey,

1975; Lowin & Craig,

Sheridan & Slocum,

1968).

1975; Greene,

Lowin and Craig (1968)
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evaluated the effect of subordinate behavior on leadership
styles.

The subjects were informed they were being hired

for supervisory positions in an office setting.

They were

then observed as they reacted to a "competent" or an
"incompetent" confederate of the experimenters'.
theorized,

Thev.,

based on Adams' Theory of Equity (Adams,

1963)

that a manager who perceives an employee contributing
positively to a work situation will attempt to regularly
reward the employee for his/her efforts.

Thus, when an

employee's performance is good the manager will react in a
more considerate fashion by rewarding the employee, and
will reward the employee in a more structured way,
rewarding consistently.

by

The results indicated that

subordinate behavior does shape the way managers lead.
Later research by Greene (1975) resulted in the same
conclusion.

Data were collected from 103 first-line

managers and 206 subordinates.

The subordinates'

perception of their managers' leadership styles were
measured in terms of consideration and structure.

Peers

evaluated the performance of the subordinates to determine
if they were good or poor performers.

The results

suggested that subordinate performance caused leaders to be
considerate and structured.

The results also suggested

that managers can positively affect subordinate performance
by considerate and structured behavior.
Therefore,

the behaviors an employee displays affect

the way a manager leads.

If training programs are

successful, the employees will be better trained and will
perform their jobs more efficiently than poorly trained
employees.

This ultimately leads to the conclusion that

better trained employees will be regularly rewarded for
their efforts and thus, will perceive management as being
considerate and structured.
Employee Reaction Survey
An employee reaction survey measures how employees
perceive any given situation.

The purpose behind

conducting the survey portion of this study was to measure
the employees' perception of the effectiveness of the
revised programs.

Employee reactions are measured to

determine whether or not they realized changes occurred and
how they perceived them (i.e., a manipulation check).
Feedback from the crew members advises the organization how
present revisions affected the crew members and helps the
organization make decisions about future changes.
Background of Problem
The author recently worked for a two-month period as a
crew member in one of the fast food restaurants operated by

0/

the target organization.

The task undertaken entailed

providing solutions to the organization's training and
turnover concerns.

Without the knowledge of fellow

employees or immediate supervision,

the author was hired

and trained as a regular "crew member."

This covert status

was necessary so normal training procedures and general
operations could be observed.
Information was also gathered from fellow employees
as well as supervision to get an overall view of the
organization's training and turnover concerns.

This

resulted in a substantial report which outlined several
solutions for these training and turnover issues (see
Appendix A).

After thorough consideration,

the fast food

organization decided to implement some of the proposed
solutions and to systematically evaluate any changes in the
orientation and training procedures.
Orientation
St. John (1980) states that an effective orientation
means the difference between success or failure for the new
employee.

A successful orientation results in fewer

mistakes and increased productivity.

Before the procedures

were changed, the orientation was designed to take sixty
minutes and included a discussion of the following
subjects:
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1.

Organizational values and goals

2.

Pay,

3.

Uniform guidelines

4.

Policies and procedures

5.

Educational bonus program

benefits and schedules

The sessions were conducted at a vacant table in the
dining area of the restaurant and any one of the managers
was authorized to conduct an orientation.

The orientation

consisted primarily of a checklist (see Appendix B).
the manager covered an item it was checked-off.

After

A short

tour of the restaurant was provided at the closing of the
session.
The revised orientation included all of the old
orientation content, plus additional information:
1.

A training schedule for the
following ten working days was
provided, which included the
station where the new employee
would be trained, who would train
them, and when.

2.

The employees were given all of
the managers' and crew experts'
names.

3.

Pay procedures were specifically
outlined, including the pay period
and pay days.

4.

Day-off request forms were
explained, along with other
scheduling guidelines.

5.

Introductions were made, including
manager, experts and crew members.
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6.

Only the Store Manager could
conduct the orientation.

Another major change was the "look" of the information
sheets.

They are now professionally printed on colored

paper with the fast food logo instead of typed and poorly
copied on white paper.

These information sheets are now

combined together to form an information packet which the
crew member was given to take home and review.
The reason for revising the orientation was to make it
more than a "checklist."

Orientation is the time to start

selling the organization as a great place to work.

It was

thought that providing the additional information (training
schedule, managers' names,

etc.) would assist the employees

in becoming more involved in the orientation.

There would

be more interaction between crew member and manager.

This

enhanced climate should produce a considerate and
structured view of management.
Training
The training program remained basically the same with
only a few revisions.

The series of steps for both

training programs are as follows:
1.

View video

2.

Take quiz

3.

Introduction to actual equipment

4.

Trainer trains trainee for part
of shift
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5.

When trainee is ready, the trainer
observes the trainee as he/she
works the station for remainder of
shift.

6.

Repeat steps 1-5 for each new
station

Although these steps were in the original training
program,
training.

the author observed a haphazard format of
There was no flow to the training and no

knowledge as to what station would be learned next.
organization's training program was good,

The

but store

management did not alwa'ys follow the guidelines of the
program.
To improve their training,

the organization

basically had to insure that their store management
followed the established training format.
designed a control.

To do so, they

The crew members were instructed to

fill out an evaluation form concerning their training
within two weeks after being hired.

The evaluation form

was designed to inform the organization if management was
following the proper training format.
The other major change was that new hires were paired
with a specific trainer to learn each station.

This

provided a person to answer questions whenever they arose,
assist the new hire to perform the job and inform management when the new hire was ready to perform the job on
his/her own.

Before the revised training program, a
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manager was solely responsible for training new hires.
With all the other responsibilities a manager has,
was not a high priority.

training

Thus, after as little as two

minutes of explanation, new hires were left to work a new
station on their own.
Hypotheses
The purpose of this study was to analyze the changes
which occurred from the implementation of the revised
orientation and training programs in a fast food franchise.
The hypothesized changes due to the revised orientation and
training program are:
1.

An increase in the consideration
level of managers as perceived by
the employees

2.

An increase in the structure level
of managers as perceived by the
employees

3.

An increase in the effectiveness of
the orientation program as perceived
by the employees

4.

An increase in the effectiveness of
the training program as perceived by
the employees

)

METHOD
Subjects
Six hundred and seventy-six hourly employees from a
Central Florida fast food franchise participated as
subjects in the present study.

The employees worked in

twenty-five restaurants that the organization owns and
operates.
10 months.

The median age of the subjects was 19 years and
Females made up 68.4% of the subjects, while

31.6% were male.

The average length of employment was

three months and 98.8% had some high school or higher level
of education.
Materials
The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ)
measures the dependent variables of consideration and
initiating structure, as developed by Hemphill and Coons
(1957) (see Appendix C).

The questionnaire describes the

behavior of individual leaders as perceived by subordinates
in terms of consideration and structure.

Fleishman and

Harris (1962) provide the following construct definitions
of consideration and structure:
Consideration includes behavior
indicating mutual trust, respect, and
a certain warmth and rapport between
the supervisor and his group.
This
does not mean that this dimension
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reflects a superficial "pat-on-theback," "first name calling" kind of
human relations behavior.
This
dimension appears to emphasize a deeper
concern for group members' needs and
includes such behavior as allowing
subordinates more participation in
decision making and encouraging more
two-way communication.
Structure includes behavior in which
the supervisor organizes and defines
group activities and his relation to
the group.
Thus, he defines the role
he expects each member to assume,
assigns tasks, plans ahead, establishes
ways of getting things done, and pushes
for production.
This dimension seems
to emphasize overt attempts to achieve
organizational goals.
Scoring the questionnaires involves totaling the
ratings for fifteen of forty items designated as those
items measuring consideration and fifteen separate items
designated as those measuring structure.

Thus,

questionnaire provides two independent scores.
excess items remain unscored,

the
The ten

but have been retained in the

questionnaire to keep the conditions of administration
comparable to those used in standardizing the questionnaire
(Halpin, 1957).

The ratings consist of: always= 4, often

= 3, occasionally= 2,

seldom= 1, and never= 0.

items are reverse scored as in Halpin (1957).
scores on each dimension is O -

60.

Negative

The range of

A high score indicates

a high level of that dimension as perceived by employees.
Because the dimensions are independent,

it is possible to
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have one high and one low score, instead of both high or
both low.
Data were also collected using an employee reaction
questionnaire created by the author and the Vice President
of Human Resources from the organization (see Appendix D).
This questionnaire consists of twenty questions that refer
to specific situations that an employee may have
experienced while working in the fast food restaurant.
items were designed to discover the employees'

The

perceptions

of the effectiveness of the revised orientation and
training programs.

The items are scored on an individual

basis and then categorized into two subgroups;

orientation

and training.
The orientation subgroup consisted of eight items,
while the training subgroup consisted of twelve items.

The

remaining four items were only of interest to the
organization and not scored.
to score the items;

strongly disagree= 1, disagree= 2,

neutral= 3, agree= 4,
apply= 6.

A Likert-like scale was used

strongly agree= 5, and does not

After removing the "does not apply" responses,

an average score is obtained for each subgroup.

A high

score indicates a positive perception of the revisions of
that subgroup.
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A demographics questionnaire was also used to gather
data for correlational purposes.

The information gathered

i .n c 1 u d e d ; a g e g r o u p ( 1 6- 1 9 , 2 0- 2 5 , 2 6- 3 0 , 3 1- 4 0 , 4 1- 5 0 ,

51-60 and over 60), marital status (single, married,
divorced,

separated and widowed), educational level

(elementary school, high school, technical school,

college

and post college), length of employment at the fast food
franchise (0-1 month, 2-3 months, 4-6 months, 7-12 months
and over 1 year) and sex.

This demographic inquiry was

located on the bottom portion of the Employee Reaction
Questionnaire (see Appendix D).
Procedure
Due to the needs of the organization, it was not
feasible to establish a control group.

For this reason a

quasi-experimental, modified time-series design was
utilized (Anderson, Ball, Murphy & Associates,

1975).

Five

measurements were taken over the course of the study, one
before the introduction of the revised orientation and
training programs and four after.
interval between measures one,

There was a six-week

two and three, and a nine

week time lapse between measures three,

four and five.

Table 1 for a visual representation of the experimental
design.

See
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TABLE 1
EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN
Ml
Group A

0

X

Group B

X

M2

OT

M3

OT

M4

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Group D

X

X

Group E

1

MS

X

Group C

Week

OT

7

13

22

X
31

M = Measurement (Data Collections 1 - 5)
0 = Orientation (Revised)
OT= Orientation and Training (Revised)
Group A= Old Orientation and Old Training
Group B = New Orientation and Old Training
Groups C, D & E = New Orientation and New Training

The initial data collection (Group A) included only
employees that had received both the old orientation and
training programs (N = 356).

Therefore, this group could

be considered a baseline measurement and used as a control
group.

The second measurement (Group B) included the

subjects from the previous collection in addition to those
newly hired employees that had received the new
orientation, but old training programs.

Every subsequent

measurement (Groups C, D, E) included the subjects from
previous collections, plus those new employees that had
received both revised orientation and training programs,
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since the most recent data collection.

See Table 2 for the

number of subjects in each group during each collection
period.

The same data were collected during all

measurements; LBDQ scores and Employee Reaction
Questionnaire responses.
TABLE 2

NUMBER OF PARTICIPATING SUBJECTS

Group A

Ml

M2

M3

M4

MS

356

162

71

36

17

106

20

6

4

71

10

4

63

12

Group B
Group C
Group D
Group E

80

Group A = Old Orientation and Old Training
Group B = New Orientation and Old Training
Groups C, D & E = New Orientation and Training

The questionnaires were disseminated in the twenty five stores.

Each store was given packets with

instructions, questionnaires and envelopes to distribute to
the subjects .

The packets were distributed by the District

Managers to the "experts," hourly employees capable of
training new hires, of each store .

The experts were

responsible for the distribution and collection of the
individual questionnaires.

The experts received written
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instructions on how to perform these duties (see Appendix
E).

Subjects were given two questionnaires,

the LBDQ and

the Employee Reaction Questionnaire, with instructions, and
envelopes for their completed questionnaires.

They

completed these questionnaires at work on company time.
The instructions differed slightly for those who had
previously participated in the study versus those who had
not (see appendices F & G,

respectively).

Those employees

participating for the first time were provided a consent
form which informed them of their rights as a subject and
offered them an opportunity to receive the results of the
study (see Appendix G).
The LBDQ requires a specific leader to be named for
the subordinate to rate.
five managers.
all managers,

However, each store normally has

To enable the store to be represented by
the experimenter provided individual

managers' names on the LBDQ in equal amounts, i.e., each
manager had his/her name on an equal number of questionnaires.

The subjects rated the same manager throughout the

experiment, unless the manager no longer worked in the
store.

When this occurred the subjects were instructed to

choose another manager to rate.

This was the only time

they were allowed to change which manager to rate.

The

employees were also instructed to provide a four-digit

ode.

lJ

Tihese

e e x p e . . t a ah d

21

number or an identifiable word to use as an ID code.

These

codes were used to secure the anonymity of the subjects.
After the employees completed the questionnaires, they
were instructed to seal them in the envelopes provided.
The envelopes were then collected by the store expert and
further sealed in a larger packet.

These packets were then

collected by the District Managers and delivered to the
experimenter, unopened.

RESULTS
There were four basic hypothesis proposed, one for
each of the dependent variables.

The first objective was

to determine whether the employees' perception of
managements' consideration increased as a result of the
revised orientation and training programs.
The second objective was to examine whether the
employees' perception of managements' structure increased
as a result of the revised orientation and training
programs.
The third hypothesis proposed that the employees would
perceive an increase in the effectiveness of the
orientation program as a result of the revised program.
The fourth objective predicted that the employees
would perceive an increase in the effectiveness of the
training program as a result of the revised program.

Table

3 contains the means and standard deviations of scores for
each hypothesis.
In order to analyze these hypotheses, a series of
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were conducted to
determine whether the groups differed in their average
scores of managements' consideration and structure and
their average scores of perception of the effectiveness of
the revised orientation and training programs.
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TABLE 3
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

LCS
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group
LSS
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group
EOS
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group
ETS
Group
Group
Group
Group
Group
LCS
LSS
EOS
ETS

-

A
B

C
D

E
A
B

C
D
E

A

B
C
D
E
A

B
C
D
E

Mean

SD

43.35
44.05
46.20
44.46
44.20

9.69
10.07
8.48
8.74
10.36

45.74
46.10
47.32
46.26
46.50

7.74
9.25
8.37
7.52
7.99

3.59
3.66
3.74
3.76
3.65

. 51
.58
.66
. 51
.66

3.94
3.69
3.99
3.91
3.90

.68
.79
.84
.44
. 77

Leader Consideration Score
Leader Structure Score
Effectiveness of Orientation Score
Effectiveness of Training Score

Significant Difference (LSD) tests were conducted in
conjunction with the ANOVAs, to determine individual
differences between the groups as opposed to an overall
trend.
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The prediction that the employees' perception of
managements' consideration would increase as a result of
the revised orientation and training programs was partially
supported.

Although the overall trend proved to be

insignificant, F (4,671) = 1.38,

~

-

.24, a significant

difference was found between Group A (X=43.35) and Group C
(X=46.20), as indicated by the LSD procedure.
a significantly higher mean than Group A.

Group Chad

The results

further illustrated that no other differences existed
between the groups.

See Table 4 for summary statistics.

ANOVAs were computed for the remaining three
hypotheses.

Results indicated that the groups did not

differ in the employees' average scores on perception of
managements' structure nor perception of the effectiveness
of the revised orientation and training programs.

See

Table 4 for summary statistics.
To further investigate these results, ANOVA tests were
conducted between groups at each data collection.
Recalling the experimental design,

these analyses would

help to determine the effect of time of collection; first,
second, third, etc.

Some evidence existed that the initial

collection of each group may have had an effect on the
results.

During the third data collection Group Chad a

significantly higher mean than both Groups A and B,
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F (2,159) - 3.93,

~

-

.02, on perceived consideration

scores.

TABLE 4
ANOVA SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR LEADER STYLE SCORES
AND EFFECTIVENESS OF ORIENTATION AND TRAINING SCORES

ss

Source

df

MS

F

Sig.

LCS
Between Groups
Within Groups

511. 1

4

127.8

62247.4

671

92.8

166.5

4

41.6

43665.9

671

65.1

1.6

4

. 41

128.3

413

•31

2.8

4

. 71

179.8

366

.49

1.38

.24

.64

.63

1. 31

.27

1.44

.22

LSS
Between Groups
Within Groups

EOS
Between Groups
Within Groups
ETS
Between Groups
Within Groups
LCS
LSS
EOS
ETS

-

Leader Consideration Score
Leader Structure Score
Effectiveness of Orientation Score
Effectiveness of Training Score

During the fourth data collection using the LSD
procedure Group D was found to have a slightly larger mean
on perceived consideration than Group C, but not Groups A
or B, F (3,111) = 1.72,

~ =

.17.

These results suggest
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that an overall trend does not exist for the employees to
be effected by the initial data collection.

See Table 5

for summary statistics.
Although a formal hypothesis was not formulated,

it

would be expected that the employees' perception of the
effectiveness of the revised orientation and training
programs would parallel their perception of managements'
consideration and structure levels as a result of the
revised orientation and training programs.

This hypothesis

was analyzed by intercorrelating the dependent variables.
TABLE 5
ADDITIONAL ANOVA SUMMARY STATISTICS
FOR LEADER CONSIDERATION SCORES

ss

Source
Col3
Between Groups
Within Groups

MS

810.16

2

405.08

16410.25

159

103.21

442.72

3

147.57

9474.82

111

85.36

Col4
Between Groups
Within Groups

df

F

Sig.

3.93

.02

1.72

. 17

Col3 - Collection #3
Col4 - Collection #4
Table 6 is a correlation matrix showing the dependent
variable intercorrelations.

The following relationships

were found to be significant for this population of fast
food hourly employees.
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TABLE 6
DEPENDENT VARIABLE CORRELATION MATRIX
CON
CON

STR

1.00

STR

.41**

ORI

.09

.07

TRN

.15*

.20**

*p

CON
STR
ORI
TRN

TRN

ORI

<
-

.01

1.00

**p

Perceived
Perceived
Perceived
Perceived

<

1.00
1.00

.58**

.001

Consideration Level of Managers
Structure Level of Managers
Effectiveness of Orientation Program
Effectiveness of Training Program

The perceived consideration level of management and
the perceived effectiveness of the revised training program
were significantly related,~= .15,

~

< .01.

The

perceived structure level of management and the perceived
effectiveness of the revised training program were also
significantly related,~= .20,

~

<

.001.

In essence, if

the employees rated the training program as non-effective,
they also rated their managers low in both consideration
and structure constructs and vice-versa.
The perceived consideration and structure scores also
correlated significantly,~= .41,

~

< .001.

This closely

resembles the amount of shared variance of these two
constructs as reported in the literature (Halpin, 1957).
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A final significant relationship was indicated between
the two effectiveness scores; orientation and training,
r = .58,

~

<

.001.

This simply means that if employees

believed one of the revised programs was effective they
also believed the other program was effective.
opposite could also be true.

The

DISCUSSION
The first objective of this study was to determine if
the employees' perception of managements' consideration
increased as a result of the revised orientation and
training programs.
toward this end.

The results provided modest support
Even though there was not an overall

trend towards an increase in perceived consideration, a
significant difference was reported between Group A (old
orientation and training) and Group C (new orientation and
training).

Thus, after both the new orientation and

training programs were instituted (Group B had new
orientation, but old training),

the perception of

managements' consideration on behalf of the employees
increased.
No significant differences were found between Group A
and Group D nor Group A and Group E.

It appears that over

time the revised programs had lost the ability to have a
potential effect on employees' perception of managements'
consideration.

One explanation could possibly be due to

the fact that the managers who are responsible for training
reverted back to their old orientation and training habits
over time.

There was no way for the researcher to control

the way in which the new programs were instituted.
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A second possible explanation would be a loss of
enthusiasm on behalf of management and the experts
(trainers).

It is common for the "newness" to wear off,

and new programs could rapidly become old in their eyes.
Even though there were no significant results
encountered on the perceived consideration variable in
Groups D and E, the potential for significance exists as
shown by the increase in perceived consideration in
Group C.
The second objective was to determine whether Group A
differed from Group B, Group C, Group D and Group E
individually in their average scores of perceived
management structure.

This objective, met by conducting an

ANOVA, resulted in no significant differences.
One possible reason for the non-significant results
could be due to the high average rating of perceived
structure during the initial data collection, X = 45.74.
Thus, the range for improvement was restricted.

The

initial structure average was greater than any of the
average consideration scores, further proof that the
possibility of increasing the perceived structure score
would be more difficult than increasing the perceived
consideration score.
A second possible reason m~y have been due to the
measurement instrument, the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire (LBDQ).

The LBDQ measures leadership styles
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as perceived by subordinates.

Training is only a fraction

of the makeup of leadership skills.

To use the LBDQ as a

measurement of the effectiveness of training programs may
not have been appropriate.

The employees view managers in

various roles, not just as trainers,

therefore their

perceptions of managements' leadership skills are a
combination of all the roles a manager plays;
a bit part.

training but

The LBDQ would tap only a small portion of the

perceptions of managements' leadership abilities due to
training revisions.
Another problem associated with the LBDQ may have
been the content of the auestions
.
•

The questions measuring

perceived structure may have been too abstract or inappropriate for the employees of this fast food franchise.
For example question #22 reads; ''Emphasizes the meeting of
deadlines."

Deadlines are basically non-existent for crew

members in this fast food organization.

Question #27

reads; "Makes sure that his/her part in the organization is
understood by group members."

The hourly employees

generally have little knowledge of the organization, so
they have little understanding of what part their manager
plays in the organization, other than supervising them.
The author noticed that these, as well as other structurerelated questions, were unanswered by many of the potential
subjects.

Due to this fact,

several subjects (over 200)

had to be dropped from this study.

Consequently, the
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instrument.

It was constructed by the author and the Vice-

President of Human Resources of the fast food organization,
but was not validated.

It is quite possible that the

questions were not adequate for the intended purpose.
Another possible reason could have been the scale used on
the questionnaire.

A possible restriction in range may

have been caused by the Likert-like scale that was
utilized.
The employees did not perceive the effectiveness of
training to increase as a result of the revisions as proven
by conducting an ANOVA.

Thus, using the significant

dependent variable intercorrelations between perceived
effectiveness of training and perceived leadership
constructs, it could be postulated that the employees could
not have perceived management as more considerate or more
structured as a result of the revised training program.
The mean score of perceived effectiveness of training
was greatest during the third data collection, X = 3.99.
And although this proved to be insignificant,

it assists in

explaining the significant increase in managements'
perceived consideration level at that point in time.
Finally, it is difficult in applied research to obtain
significantly significant results.

As illustrated in Table

3, the means of the dependent variables increase, as
hypothesized, but not significantly.

There are too many

uncontrollable factors that interfere with almost any field
study.
Overall, the results indicate modest support for the
prediction that the revised orientation and training
programs effect employees' perception of managements'
consideration level.

And over time the revised programs

appeared to have no effect.
None of the other hypotheses were supported by the
data, suggesting that the revised orientation and training
programs were not seen as effective by the employees nor
that managements' perceived structure improved.
Even though this study utilized the quasiexperimental approach,

the best approach according to

Perloff et al.

it may have been beneficial to use a

(1976),

combination of approaches as advocated by Campbell (1971)
and Snyder et al.

(1980).

For example, data collected

using the management oriented approach and/or the benefit
cost analysis approach (Perloff et al.,

1976) may have

proven useful to the overall effectiveness of the revised
orientation and training programs.
Future research should focus on a combination of
program evaluation approaches.

Possible improvements in

the present study should include: a) a formal control group
(or groups) and b) a tighter control on the actual
implementation of the revised programs.

Also future
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studies should use validated instruments for the population
being studied.
It is also important to discover if the employees had
preconceived attitudes about the orientation and training
they received and whether these attitudes affected their
reaction to the training.

Any research on these questions

would be welcomed by fast food organizations.

Another

important inquiry would be to discover if managements'
attitude concerning the revised programs had an effect on
how the employees perceived the orientation and training.
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ORIENTATION REVISIONS
I.

II.

III.

Rename
(Don't call it "First Day Checklist")
Change Location
A.
Conduct away from noise and other disturbances
B.
Schedule a "class" for orientation using several
stores' new hires
Content
A.
Provide handouts
1. training schedule
2. outline of training procedures
3. outline of company history and philosophies
4. policies and procedures
5. map of area fast food restaurants owned by
organization
B.
Tour of main offices

TRAINING REVISIONS
I.

II.

III.

IV.

Create new positions
A. Training Manager
B.
Trainers
Update Training Procedures
A. Keep training procedures up to current standards.
B.
Revise order of training
1. view video
2. review video
3. introduce trainee to actual equipment
4. trainer teaches trainee (as long as necessary)
5. trainer observes trainee
6. take quiz
7. review quiz
8. briefly review next day's training schedule
Additional Training Materials
A.
Create training checklist
B.
Create valid and reliable quizzes
C.
Create simulator for register and microphone
D.
Switch from video training to interactive
computer training
Video Suggestions
A. Keep videos current with store procedures
B.
Move video to a more comfortable viewing position
C.
Move video to a quiet area, conducive to learning

APPENDIX B
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LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE
Developed by staff membera of
The Ohio State Leaderahlp Studiea

Na.me of Leader BcUli Des.cribcd - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Name

or Group Which

He/She Leads _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Your Name _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

On the following pages i~ a list of items that may be used to describe the behavior of your
supervi~or. Each item describes a specific k,jnd of bcha vior, but does not ask you to judge
whether the behavior is desirable or undesirable. This is not a Lest of ability. It limply asks you
to describe, as accurately u you can, the behavior of your supcrviM>r.

Note: The term, "group," as employed in the follo~ing it.ems, refers to a depanmcnt, cUvision,
or other unit of orpoiz.ation which is ,upcrvised by the pcrs.on being dcs.cribed.

The t.enn "mrmbtrs," refers to all the people in tht unit of orp,nization which is ,upervised
by the person bei?li described.

PMblisJvd lry

CoU•g• of Administrative ld•nce
Th• Ohio State Untveratty
Columbua, Ohio '3210

Cor,yript 1957

Reprinted by permission of the College of Adffiinistrative
Science, Ohio State Universitv .
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DIRECTIONS:

L

READ each item carefully.

b. THINK about bow frequently the leader enaa,es in the behavior described by the item.
c. DECIDE whether be/she always, often, occasionally, seldom or never acts u described by the item.
d. DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five letten following the item to show the answer you have selected.

A •Always

B
C
D
E

•Often
•Occasionally
•Seldom
•Never

1. Does personal favors for group members.

A

B

C

D

E

2. Makes hi~r attitudes clear to the group.

A

B

C

D

E

3. Does little things to make it pleasant to be a member of the group.

A

B

C

D

E

4. Tries out his/her new ideas with the group.

A

B

C

D

E

5. Acts as the real leader of the group.

A

B

C

D

E

6. Is easy to understand.

A

B

C

D

E

7. Rules with an iron hand.

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

JO. Gives advance notice of changes.

A

B

C

D

E

11. Speaks in a manner not to be questioned.

A

B

C

D

E

12. Keeps to himself/herself.

A

B

C

D

E

13. Looks out for the personal welfare of individual sroup membcn.

A

B

C

D

E

14. Assiens group memben to particular tasks.

A

B

C

D

E

15. Is the spokesperson or the ,roup.

A

B

C

D

E

16. Schedules the wort to be done.

A

B

C

D

E

17. Maintains definite standards or performance.

A

B

C

D

E

18. Refuses to explain his/her actions.

A

B

C

D

E

8. Finds time to listen to

aroup

members.

9. Criticizes poor work.
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19. Keeps the group informed.

A

B

C

D

E

20. Acts without consult.in& the sroup.

A

B

C

D

E

21. Backs up the memben in their actions.

A

B

C

D

E

22. Emphasizes the meetina of deadlines.

A

B

C

D

E

23. Treats all group memben as hi,Jber equals.

A

B

C

D

E

~. Encourages the use of uniform procedures.

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

26. Is willing to make changes.

A

B

C

D

E

27. Makes sUTC that his/her pan in the organization is understood
by sroup members.

A

B

C

D

E

28. Is friendly and approachable .

A

B

C

D

E

29. Asks that ,roup members follow standard rules and regulations.

A

B

C

D

E

30. Fails to take necessary action.

A

B

C

D

E

31. Makes group members feel at ease when talking with them.

A

B

C

D

E

32. Lets group members know what is expected of them.

A

B

C

D

E

33. Speaks as the representative of the group .

A

B

C

D

E

34. Puts suggestions made by the group into operation.

A

B

C

D

E

35. Sees to it that group members are working up to capacity.

A

B

C

D

E

36. Lets other people take away hi~er leadership in the group.

A

B

C

D

E

37. Gets his/her superiors to act for the welfare of the group members.

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

39. Sees to it that the work of group members is coordinated.

A

B

C

D

E

40. Keeps the sroup work.in& together as a team.

A

B

C

D

E

25. Gets what be/she

38. Gets

aw for from hi~r superiors.

sroup approvaJ

in imponant matters before going ahead.
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OPINI~ CpISTICHiA.IRE
This questioonaire cxnsists of several items that refer to specific situati.als yo.., have experienced
It was created specifically fer this atu:ty. It s~ly &sk.s )'O.l to describe ywr a.Tl
experience at
Read eac:tl itEID carefully, then circle the D.Jlber' that best de.scribes ywr
feelint,s. Cx'l the bottCIII of this questianaire are ame questials ocn:erning peucr.al facu. !e sure
to answer all of them.
SIB:H:a.Y
SIPOCLY
DISN2Ul: D ~ NElJIRAL IGU:1:.
~

-

COE5 NJT

APPLY

l

2

3

4

5

6

l

2

3

4

5

6

3) I was trained oo a new st.at ioo ooly after I watched
a video explalning it.

1

2

3

4

5

6

4) I had saneme to talk to lillile I was bemg trained.

l

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

6) 1 tJ J ink the annacers are nice to all crew aeabers.

l

2

3

4

5

6

7) 1 evalu..1tcu my traininc with a manager within 3
weeks after be inc hired .

l

2

3

4

5

6

8) I a1joy ...:>rkint at

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

l

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

Pries

1

3

4

Drinks/ Dini.rg Roan
Sµeci.al ~ Board
Bourds

l
1
l

2
2
2

3

5
5

s

6
6
6

2

3

4
4
4

5

6

1

2

3

4

5

6

14) I think the managers are ccns is tent II.tel training
new mi,loyees.

l

2

3

4

5

6

15) I was told durins my crientatioo

l

2

3

4

5

6

16) Hy pare1t(s) (er sp::1.LSe) cae to my crientaticra.

l

2

3

5

6

17) I

l

2

3

"4

5

6

18) I am very sat is! ied with the trai.ni.nG I received.

1

2

3

4

5

6

19) I was &iven a training schedule for "1' first 10
wcrking days at

l

2

3

4

5

6

20) I was left alcne to WlXtt a statia'l befcre I was
fully trained oo it.

1

2

3

4

5

6

51-60

lJ I kncM ~lilt

2) I have

5) l

WLl.5

been

~ y p l is.

~ y trained to wont the register.

trained duri.nt a very busy tinE at 1~,. cnce.

9) I have reaJ the
Informa tioo Packet •

Orientation

JO) A11 l..11if onn requirenelts were exp l.aiJcj to ue during
my oricntJ.tion.

lJ ) I f cc l the qui:a.es with the videos helped me learn
each

Statioo.

12) I have been thonx.ij;h l y trained oo the fol 1aw ins
stat icns : ( min im.rn of 3 tv.Jrs)

Broiler/St.eatrer

13) I l.roerstand

know

to.' the edu:atiooal bcnJs system works.

~

paydays were.

all my mana.gers' names.

PLEASE CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR [ACH
20-25
16-19
AG.£:

3

26-~

31-«>

41-50

SEX:

Hale

fmale

twU"IAI..SIAn.5:

Sugle

Hatri.ed

Divoc'ted

Separate1

Widowed

mr.An (Ii LE.Va:

Dementary School

H~ Scoool

Tecmi.cal Schx>l

College

Post College

L'DCili OF DiP1.mHENI':

0-1 11mth

2-3 a:nths

4-6 IID'lth.s

7-U

CNer' 1 year

111:1'1~

Over 60
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR THOSE GIVING OUT THE QUESTIONNAIRES
IT IS IKPOIT!IT POI YOU TO l!!D !LL OF TJIESE IISTIUCTIOKS CAIEFULLY
Tvo "aroapa" of crew aeaber• will he fillina out th••• queationnairea:
Group f l • Crew aeaber• who filled out the queationnairea before
Group #2 • Crev ■ e ■ bera vho haTe not filled out the questionnaire•
before AND were hired AFT!I DECEMBER 1 1 19861
Both groups of crev ■ eabera will fill out the aa ■ e queationnairea, but the
front aheet of the questionnaires are different. Please read them and
notice the differences. I vill nov explain the procedure• to hand out the
queationnairea.

IWSTRUCTIOKS FOi CIOUP fl
1. GiTe theae crev ■ eabera all of the questionnaire• with the identification
(I.D.) codes. BaTe the ■ choose the questionnaire with their I.D. code on
it.

2. Some crev

■ e ■ bera ■ ay not find their I.D. code.
Thi• 1• probably because
they did not anaver all of the questions or forgot to put their I.D. code
in tbe right place. These crev ■ embers SHOULD NOT fill out another
questionnaire. (If they ha•e any questions, I can be reached through your
District Manager.)

3. When they finish anavering all of the queationa, they need to fold their
questionnaire• and aeal the ■ in one of the a ■ all white enTelopea.

4. Then they •hould write their I.D. code on the front of the ••all white
enTelope and put it into the large brovn enYelope.

IMPORTANT:

THESE CREW MEMBERS MUST USE THE SAME I.D. CODE THAT THEY USED
!EFORE. TBEY C!IIOT CHANGE THEIR I.,D. CODE ON THESE
QUESTIONNAIRES Ill

So ■ e

of the crev ■ ember• vho filled out these queationnairea before, ■ ay not
work in your atore any ■ ore. Juat lea•• their anuaed que ■ tionnairea and
enTelopea in the larae brovn enYelope.

PL!!SI TUii OTII THIS PAG! FOi IISTIUCTIO~S COIC!l!IIG GIOUP 12
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IWSTIUCTIOWS FOR GROUP 12
(crev ■ embers hired AFTER DECEMBER l, 1986)

1. Gi•e them one of the questionnaires without an I.D. code on it.
have the cODSent form on the bottom of the first page.)
crev ■ ember fill out ■ ore than one of the questionnaires.

2. The crev

(These
Do Not let a

■ embers

vill need to choose an I.D. code and vrite it on the top
right corner on every page of the questionnaires.

3. They should NOT detach the consent

for ■ fro ■

the questionnaires1

4. When they finish answering all of the questions, they need to fold their
questionnaires (vith the consent form) and seal them in one of the small
vhite enYelopes.

S. Then they should vrite their I.D. code on the front of the small vhite
envelope and pot it into the large brown enYelope.

IMPORTANT:

REMEMBER:

Their questionnaires cannot be used in this study unless they
aign the consent form and write dovn an identification (I.D.)
code. These are the tvo most important steps. PLEAS! ■ ake sure
they follov these instructions!

CIEW M!MBEIS MUST HAVE !EEK HIRED AFTER DECEMBER 1, 1986 TO FILL
OUT A QUESTIONNAIRE FOi TBB FiiST TIMEJJJ111l DO NOT give a nev
crev member a questionnaire if they haven't started working yet.
DO NOT give these out during orientation of nev crew ■ embers!

I understand that there ■ ay not be ■ any crev ■ embers hired after Dece~ber l,
1986. For this reason it is very important that you ask all of them to fill
out a questionnaire. LeaTe any unused questionnaires and enTelopes in the
large brovn envelope.

APPENDIX F

50

IISTIUCTIONS
101 Cl!W MEMBEIS YBO BAV! FILLED OUT THESE OUESTIOXKAIIES !!FOIE
iEAD ALL INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY 111
Bello again! As I explained before, I vill be asking you to fill out these
questionnaires a fev times during ae•en months. It'a nov time to fill them
out again! The next (and final time) I will ask you to fill out these
questionnaires again vill be in May, 1987.
Attached you vill find the same kind of questionnaires that you filled out
before. It ■ ay aeem silly to you, but remember, the purpose of this study
is to disco•er hov crev members feel about their managers and training at
These feelings may or may not change oTer the seven ■ onths of
this study, ao I vent to giTe you ae•eral chances to fill out the
questionnaires.
You vill be rating the same ■ anager as you did before. If this ■ anager no
longer works in your store, cross through his/her name and pick another
■ aneger.
Write that manager's name aboTe the crossed out name.
When you have finished ansvering all of the questions, please fold your
questionnaires and seal them in one of the small vhite enTelopes. Please
vrite your I.D. co~e on the front of the small white enTelope. Then put the
envelope into the large brown envelope.

REMEMBER:
l. If the manager you rated no longer works in the store, cross
out his/her name. Pick another ■ anager, and vrite dovn his/her
name above the crossed out name.

2. Read the directions on both questionnaires CAREFULLY!
3. ANSWER EVERY QUESTION ON BOTH QUESTIONNAIRES!
4. If you want the results of this study and did not give me your
address last ti ■ e, please print your name and full address on
the back of the blue questionnaire.
5. After you haTe finished answering all of the questions, fold
your questionnaires, put them into a e ■ all white e~velope and
eeal it.

6. Write your I.D. code on the front of the ••all white enTelope.
7. Put the

■■ all

vhite enTelope into the large brovn envelope.

DO NOT CHANGE TOUR I.D. CODE !JI TOO MUST USE TBE CODE THAT IS ALREADY ON
YOUR QUESTIONNAIRES Ill Thia ia •ery i ■ portant.
Thank yout
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IISTIUCTIOJS

101 CiEV MEMBERS YBO V!iE EliED inEI D!CEMBER 1, 1986
Hi, ■ y name is Cheryl Donahey and I am a graduate student at the UniTereity
of Central Florida. I vould like to e~plain the reasons for conducting this
aur•ey before you decide to participate. The purpose of this study is to
diaco•er during se•en months bov crew ■ embers feel about their ■ anagers and
the training at
To do this eeTeral crev ■ e ■ bera are being
asked to fill out two questionnaires at different ti ■ es oTer thia ae•en
■ oDth period.
The questionnaires ask about the ■ anagera, the orientation
end the training at
reatauranta.
To participate in this study there are a few instruction• you need to
follov:
l. You ■ ust ha•e started working at
AFTER DECEHBER 1 1 1986 ?
If you started working before December 1, DO NOT fill out these
questionnaires. Return the ■ to the person vho 1a•e the ■ to you.

2. If you started working after Dece ■ ber 1, 1986 and vant to
participate in this study; read, sign and date the consent form on
the bottom of this page. Toa ■ aat aign and date it! If you do not,
your questionnaires cannot be used for this study. So, please
remember to sign your name.
3. Write dovn the lest 4 nu ■ bere of yDur telephone number on the top of
e•ery page of the questionnaire.
If you do not have a phone or share a phone vith eo ■ eone elee in
your store, then vrite dovn something "special" that only you vill
recognize and remember. For example, vrite down the last 4 numbers
of your Social Security number, your dog's name, or your ■ other's
maiden name. This ia your I.D. code. It .!.!t!!. be eomething that
you will remember, because I vill ask you to fill out these
questionnaires again in Hsy. So, yoa ■ aat re ■ eaber yoar I.D.

code!

4. DO NOT detach the consent

for ■

5. Read the directions carefully.

from the front of the questionnaires.
!ISY!I !TEil QU!STIOWJ

6. When you have finished answering all the questions, fold the
questionnaires and put them into one of the small white envelopes.
7. Seal the small white envelope and write your I.D. code on the front
of it, then put it into the large brovn envelope.
I vill personally detach your consent form from your questionnaires vhen I
receive them. There vill be no vay for anyone to discover which
questionnaires you filled out. All of your 1nd1•1dual responses vill remain
a secret. Remember to sign and date the consent form below if you wish to
participate. Thank you!

I fully understand the purpose of this study and I am participating of

■y

ovn free will. I understand that ■ y responses will re ■ ain totally anonymous
and vill not affect my employ ■ ent at
in any way. I also
understand I can atop participating in thie study at any ti ■ e without any
penalties.

Heme

Date

If you are intereated in this study and vould like a copy of the results,
just print your na ■ e and complete address on the back of the blue
questionnaire. I vill send you the result• when they are aTailable (August
1987). You are not required to participate to receiTe a copy of the
reaulte.
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